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[bookmark: _Hlk170115949]ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL

A hybrid meeting (in person and via Zoom) of the Planning Committee was held in the Council Chamber, Church Street, Newtownards on Tuesday 5th November 2024 at 7.00 pm. 
	
PRESENT:

In the Chair: 	Alderman McIlveen

Aldermen: 		Graham 
			McDowell 
			Smith
			
Councillors:		Cathcart			Morgan
Harbinson			McCollum
Kendall (Zoom)		McClean 
Kerr				Smart
McKee (Zoom)		Wray (Vice Chair)
		 					  		 
Officers:	Interim Director of Prosperity (A McCullough), Acting Head of Planning (G Kerr), Principal Planner (C Blair), Senior Planner (A Todd) and Democratic Services Officer (S McCrea)  

1. 	Apologies

Apologies for inability to attend were received from Councillors Hennessy and McBurney.

2.	Declarations of Interest

No declarations of interest were made, but Members were reminded that they could declare at any time throughout the meeting. 

3.	Matters arising from minutes of Planning Committee meeting of 01 october 2024 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Copy of the above minutes. 

Alderman McIlveen reminded Members to note that a Special Planning Committee born from matters discussed at the October Committee regarding the Local Development Plan was due to take place later this month.

NOTED.




4.	Planning Applications 

4.1	LA06/2023/1895/F - 5G telecoms installation: 15m high street pole telecoms mast and cabinets with ancillary works

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Bangor East & Donaghadee
Committee Interest: A local development application attracting six or more separate individual objections which are contrary to the officer’s recommendation.
Proposal: 5G telecoms installation: 15m high street pole telecoms mast and cabinets with ancillary works
Site Location: Approx. 14m north of 122 and opposite 121-123 Ballycrochan Road, Bangor
Recommendation: Approval

The Head of Planning reminded Members that Item 4.1 had been deferred from the Planning Committee meeting of 6 August 2024 following a proposal by Councillor McLaren and seconded by Councillor Kendall. The reasons provided for deferring the application were to request the applicant to appear at a future Planning Committee meeting for questioning, seek further advice from Environmental Health Department; and to further examine Planning Appeals Commission (PAC) decisions for similar applications.

As a full presentation had been provided when the application was first presented in August, the Head of Planning provided a summary of images from the site location, general area and a drawing of the elevation of the proposal. 

The objector had spoken against the proposal at the August Committee meeting, making reference to his property at 122 Ballycrochan Road having planning permission for an extension. This was a material consideration in the assessment originally presented to Members, but since then, the foundations and floor of the front extension had been constructed. This recent approval was considered in full within the initial case officer report and as such had not been revisited in the Addendum. 
 
Planning officials had, several times since August, requested that the applicant appear at a meeting in order to clarify any queries Members had. There was no response from the applicant and the agent acting on their behalf  stated that as they had received no instructions from their client, they would not be making themselves available for questioning.

Unfortunately, despite extensive requests to the applicant from the Planning Department there had been no response, meaning there was no one present to answer Members’ queries with regard to the proposed siting, engineering queries, the number of masts required in the upgrade works and the area which the mast covers. 

The Environmental Health Department was made aware of the deferral of the application and Members’ concerns with the potential health issues associated with 5G technology. 

As had been clarified in the Addendum Report, the Environmental Health Department utilised the policy and guidance adopted by the UK Government in regard to public health in respect of such proposals. The Environmental Health Department advised that such policy was continually reviewed by Public Health England with the last review undertaken in 2020, which took account of 5G Masts operating at higher frequencies, and as a result endorsed the international guidelines for limiting exposure to radio waves, published by the International Commission for Non-Ionising Radiation Protection (ICNIRP). This was in line with current planning policy, which required a planning application to be accompanied by a declaration that required any operational equipment to be compliant with these international guidelines. Therefore, the Environmental Health Department had no other comment to make if this was present, which it was in the application.
This position was also confirmed by the Planning Appeals Commission as had been set out in the Addendum Report and Slide 03. None of the recent appeals had been decided with a refusal reason relating to public health concerns. In an example set out in the slide presentation, the PAC decision under 2018/A0200 was clear on the position in regard to matters of public health. It stated:  

“The appellant has provided a declaration of conformity with the ICNIRP guidelines, which takes into account the cumulative effect of the proposal and all radio base stations present at, or near, the proposed location. The concerns expressed by the objectors do not justify setting aside standards accepted by government, and I am not persuaded that there are justifiable health and safety reasons for rejecting the proposal.”

These recent PAC decisions were however decided upon the potential visual impact of a mast on a locality. As was set out in detail in the initial case officer’s report, the applicant had carried out a sequential test to consider various sites with it concluded that the present site was deemed to be the most suitable and least visually intrusive. The mast would 15 metres high and of course as a result there would be a degree of visual impact. 

In terms of the PAC decisions regarding visual impact, Members were asked to note that the decisions were primarily made on a site by site basis with those appeals dismissed citing prominence in the street scene, lack of information provided on alternative sites, impact on the setting of two listed buildings and would be visually intrusive to residents in an apartment block opposite a site. On the other hand, the appeal listed as ‘allowed’ stated that the proposed mast would not be visually harmful to neighbouring residential amenity nor would it result in visual clutter in the existing conservation area street scene. 

The Head of Planning advised that it was important to remind members of the details of the site. Slide 5 showed two photographs of the proposed site location from critical views in either direction along the wide Ballycrochan Road. The proposed mast was slimline and would not dominate the street scene or result in visual clutter.
As set out extensively at the last Planning Committee meeting in August, Members may have recalled that a sequential approach test required by policy TEL 1 of Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 10 was carried out which set out the map and a table of discounted sites in the immediately surrounding area. Slide 7 provided some photos of these discounted sites. 

The Head of Planning was unable to provide any further clarification on Members’ queries with regards to siting and the discounted locations as the Planning Department had not received any further communication from the applicant since the application was deferred in August and therefore could not comment further in terms of that previously discussed at the last meeting other than the detailed work carried out by the case officer in respect of the research on relevant PAC decisions.

As there had been no material change in circumstances since the original presentation of the proposal and following further consideration of PAC findings, the recommendation remained to approve the proposal. As raised at the last meeting, the proposal fulfilled the material policy requirements as contained in Policy TEL1 with relevant supporting information submitted to the Planning Department for consideration including a signed statement of compliance required as part of public health guidance.  

RECOMMENDED to approve planning permission.

Councillor McCollum expressed her disappointment at the lack of engagement from the applicant despite numerous attempts at initiating contact. From the Environmental Health investigations carried out, the Department had also mentioned being conscious of the need of further research. The Head of Planning explained that the Environmental Health Department had to make themselves aware of any updated guidance and that planning professionals had to consider what was in the policy and all requirements had been fulfilled. 

Councillor McCollum, in a line of questioning, asked for clarification on the distance of the proposed mast from the bedroom of the objector and whether four of five PAC decisions being dismissed due to damage on visual amenity had been considered. Within those PAC decisions, two also mentioned a lack of information whilst one or more advised that a lack of visual representations existed for the proposals if placed at alternative sites. The Head Of Planning advised that a distance of 10-12 metres would exist between the proposed mast and the bedroom of 122 Ballycrochan Road. Of the PAC decisions, two had been the same height as the proposal before Members this evening. There was also a 20 metre mast, a 17.5 metre mast and a newer  20 metre mast proposal. Each site was decided upon by a case-by-case basis. The Cromac Street proposed mast had been refused due to a lack of information on other suitable sites. By comparison, the applicant had provided other sites with this application. In a 2023 PAC decision regarding a 15 metre high mast, one reason was listed with regard to no visuals being submitted.

Councillor McCollum advised that her primary concern had been the location. She recalled that at the previous meeting, Alderman Smith had said that it was the applicant who would be relied upon for the 100 metre radius of effective coverage from the mast and if such were the case, they should be asked to justify the location of choice in this application as the coverage radius would surely mean hundreds of masts would be required across the borough. Councillor McCollum was also aware of speeding reports on the Ballycrochan Road and queried if the Department for Infrastructure had referenced visibility splays. The Head of Planning advised that no mention had been made of splays but that each application was considered on a site-by-site basis, citing how a 20metre high mast had been approved within a conservation area. In that regard, Councillor McCollum asked why it may be a case for an undue visible harm in a countryside application but not in a busy neighbourhood where a mast would be highly visible. The Head of Planning explained that it could be argued that a mast placed in an urban area would sit amongst street furniture and as such, it would not be such a drastic change or be so noticeable as a new structure in the countryside, adding that different policies existed for applications between such different locations. Councillor McCollum referenced another location, citing logistical issues had appeared to have been overcome in relation to access of an open green site despite no direct access being a logistical impediment. In addition, whilst citing other visuals on page 8 of the report with the exception of D7, she thought other sites appeared to have substantially wider pavements. The Head of Planning advised that a decision could only be made on the site before Members this evening as opposed to discussing hypothetical possibilities, adding that there was no right in law to a public view. Some of the locations shown were cul-de-sacs but the applicant had been informed that they were not helping their case by not making themselves available to attend this evening’s meeting.

Councillor Cathcart noted the lack of attendance from the applicant and that the report advised Officers accepted there was a visual impact and that the recommendation had come from balancing visual disruption and the benefit of telecommunications, asking why the latter had been considered an outweighing benefit. The Head of Planning advised that it was clear from PAC decisions that masts were a benefit to the public. There was also supporting evidence from those that had businesses located in their homes or worked remotely. 

Alderman McIlveen, in relation to the mention of businesses, asked if there was any knowledge of the number of businesses operating out of homes in the area which he believed would be an important factor in considering the application. The Head of Planning advised that it would be hard to clarify but that masts were seen as a public rather than a private interest. The onus had been on the applicant to submit information but with the supporting information available, the mast would offer public betterment due to connectivity. It was also noteworthy to consider that, with the aftermath of the pandemic, working practices had changed to include remote working or for businesses being operated from houses. No additional information had been submitted since the last Committee.

Alderman Smith asked if the applicant did not engage at the initial meeting or today when Members would want clarification on issues material to their consideration if the Committee could make any decision in good faith. The Head of Planning advised that the decision lay with Members and that Officers would provide support in terms of any refusal reasons in line with relevant policies. She reminded Members that whilst no further information had been supplied, the Planning Department had noted the applicant’s name on several planning appeals. 

Mr Mark Lilburn of 122 Ballycrochan Road, objector to the proposal, was invited to address the Committee and reminded that as he had spoken on the issue at the August Committee, he had three minutes to present his argument. 

Mr Lilburn appreciated comments made by the Head of Planning but advised that one of the referenced proposals in PAC decisions had been for a replacement mast. Mr Lilburn advised that the masts were not as slim as they were proposed to be and that in the three days of the mast being constructed near Bangor Grammar School, it had been covered in graffiti; a problem that would be suffered for the Ballycrochan proposed mast as well as any others. The proposed mast also affected road safety. The Ballycrochan Road was already subject to frequent speeding with Mr Lilburn outlining that in the eight years since moving to the area, within 100 metres of his home there had been four cars overturned, one person killed and a tractor with an overturned trailer. He believed that upon sight of a new mast in the area, already reckless drivers would likely be involved in further RTAs or RTCs. With regard to businesses requiring connectivity, Mr Lilburn advised that houses already have access to the internet which removed the need of a 5G mast in the area. If there was such concern over businesses and access, he suggested Ashbury Retail Park would be a much wiser choice of location. Mr Lilburn reminded Members that his objection was backed by 40 other residents who lived in the local vicinity.  Further to no queries arising from Members, he returned  to the gallery.

Proposed by Alderman Smith, seconded by Councillor McCollum , that the recommendation be rejected on the basis of insufficient evidence to make a decision through lack of engagement by the applicant.

Councillor McCollum noted the work of Officers throughout the process and again spoke of her dismay at the applicant’s lack of engagement with the Committee or in engaging with Officers. This was not a question of 5G provision but of the location. With the speed of technological advancement, she suggested it would not be long before masts did not have to be such imposing heights and why residents should be left with what could soon be an antiquity that detracted from the enjoyment of their properties.

Councillor Cathcart advised that his reason to refuse was, as worded in Policy TEL1 of PPS 10, that it had not been demonstrated that telecommunications development having regard to technical and operational constraints have been cited and designed to minimise visual and environmental impact. He did not believe the benefits of the mast would outweigh the visual impact but if the application had been in the town centre, there may have been a different outcome due to proximity to businesses and need for public space whilst this was a residential area. If the applicant was present, he would have used the opportunity to ask why this specific location had been chosen. Both Alderman Smith and Councillor McCollum were content to include this as part of the proposal. 

The Director advised Members that rather than deferring consideration of the refusal reasons to the next Planning Committee meeting, Members could afford delegated authority to Officers to draft refusal reasons in line with the Members’ concerns as outlined.

The Head of Planning, advised that, in line with protocol, Members should be aware that Officers should be given an opportunity to explain the implications. The decision this evening could be subject to a challenge and as such, Officers should prepare wording for the next meeting with regard to refusal reasons and ensure they are relevant to planning policy.

Alderman McDowell asked of potential costs and additional workload involved in any appeal to the PAC. The Head of Planning explained that Officers as part of duties already dealt with appeals as part of their workload. A Statement of Case would be prepared and the objector could also make a submission as well as other parties, taking place either online or in person. Costs would be up to the PAC, however it was considered that the Planning Department had not put the applicant through any additional cost that they would not already have incurred in going through submission. Costs would be based on whether the applicant applied for them.

Councillors Smart, Morgan and McClean all advised that they were unable to be part of the decision given that they had not been present at the August Planning Committee meeting where the application was first presented. 

Alderman Graham believed the Committee was in a difficult position given the history of mast applications reaching the PAC. Whilst he understood why Officers had recommended approval, Alderman Graham agreed with Mr Lilburn’s comments on housing in the area already having access to personal internet. The mast’s approval would be more of a benefit to the communications company. In conjunction to not having had the opportunity to ask the applicant further questions, Alderman Graham agreed with rejecting the proposal given the scale of the structure in a residential area. 

Alderman Smith was happy to accept the amendment to the proposal, summarising that there had been a lack of engagement and information with substantive questions that needed to be answered in order to make an informed decision. The scale, form and siting had been major issues for Alderman Smith and how it would dominate the area. 

The Chair, Alderman McIlveen, clarified that Members were agreeing to grant officers delegated power to provide wording for the refusal.

RESOLVED on the proposal of Alderman Smith, seconded by Councillor McCollum that the application be rejected, on the basis of insufficient evidence and, in regard to technical and operational constraints, the Committee had not been satisfied that the proposal had been sited and designed to minimise visual and environmental impact in line with Policy TEL 1 of PPS10 - Telecommunications. In addition, Officers were granted delegated authority to provide reasons for refusal in line with relevant policies.

4.2	LA06/2024/0559/F – Queen’s Parade Proposal

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Case Officer’s report. 

[bookmark: _Hlk173226542]DEA: Bangor Central
Committee Interest: An application falling within the major category of development.
Proposal: Demolition of existing buildings at 5-12 and 35-41 Queen's Parade, 22-30 Main Street (formerly B & M Bargains), 34-36 Main Street (Oxfam and Hospice shops), 6-34 King Street and 5-17 Southwell Road; minor extension and elevational changes to 40-42 Main Street (Caffe Nero); creation of new means of escape and installation of rooflights to 20 Main Street (Halifax); creation of new bin storage and basement access together with minor facade works to 48 Main Street (TK Maxx); erection of a mixed use development comprising culture and leisure facilities (class D), a 66 bedroom hotel, retail units, food and beverage outlets, offices (class B1- (a)), 137 residential units comprising 113 apartments in 3 blocks and 12 duplex apartments along King Street, creation of a new vehicular access onto Southwell Road to serve undercroft car park comprising 217 spaces together with 14 courtyard spaces and 24 on street, creation of new vehicular access onto King Street to serve residential parking, minor modifications to the Main Street and King Street junction and creation of a two-way street along Southwell Road from the junction with Primrose Street, creation of a new service vehicle access onto Main Street, creation of new public squares and courtyards including new pedestrian access points; and the redevelopment of Marine Gardens Car Park including partial demolition of seawall to create a public realm space comprising gardens and lawns, play areas, events spaces, covered shelters, 4 kiosks and 2 pavilions (housing food and beverage operators), together with other ancillary development.
Variation of the following conditions of LA06/2020/0097/F: 
• Condition No.2 - Amended phasing of development 
• Condition No.3 - Minor landscape layout amendments to public realm 
• Condition No. 6 - Minor amendments to hard and soft landscaping within public realm, 
• Condition No.14 - Amendment to drawing references showing plant rooms 
• Condition No.16 - Amendment to reflect updated drawing reference 
• Condition No.43 - Amended drainage proposals 
• Condition No.44 - Amendment to reflect updated drawing reference 
• Condition No.45 - Amendment to reflect updated drawing reference 
• Condition Nos.48, 49, 54 and 56 - Amended phasing of roadworks 
• Condition No.57 - Amendment to reflect updated drawing reference
Site Location: Lands at and to the rear of 18 – 52 Main Street (Reeds Rain to TK Maxx), 2 – 34 King Street, 5 -17 Southwell Road, 5 – 41 Queen’s Parade, Marine Gardens car park, the Esplanade Gardens, and area around McKee Clock, Queen's Parade, Bangor.
Recommendation: Approval

The Senior Planner explained that Item 4.2 was an application for the variation of 13 of the planning conditions attached to the original planning permission for the redevelopment of the Queen’s Parade site in Bangor. As the application was made under Section 54 of the Planning Act for the variation of planning conditions, it was only matters relating to these specific conditions that could be considered under the application and the principle of the development itself could not be revisited. 

The conditions proposed for variation were listed on slide 2 for Members. The main amendments related to the phasing of the development, the landscape layout of the public realm area, surface water drainage proposals and the phasing of roadworks associated with the updated phasing plans. 

The full description of the proposal was set out on the following slide, the main elements of which included demolition of a number of existing buildings and erection of a mixed-use development including leisure facilities, a hotel, retail units, food and beverage outlets, offices, 137 residential units, an undercroft car park, new public squares and courtyards and the creation of a new public realm area at Marine Gardens.

Slide 4 provided the extent of the site approved for re-development and slide 5 showed the Development Plan context with the site being located within the city centre, primary retail core and Bangor Central Area of Townscape Character as proposed in the Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan (BMAP). 

The next few slides showed some photos of the site and elevations of the approved development - in the first instance, Main Street where the offices and some retail would be located followed by Queen’s Parade frontage where the hotel, retail, food and beverage units, apartments and the central Market Place were to be located. Marine Gardens car park would be replaced with the new public realm area. Southwell Road would accommodate apartments and finally, King Street would accommodate some smaller scale duplex apartments. 
In terms of background, this current application was the second Section 54 application for the development with planning permission previously granted for the variation of conditions 2 and 3 of the original approval in December last year. These conditions related to the phasing of the development and their variation allowed phases 1, 2 and 3 to be commenced concurrently instead of only one phase being permitted to be under construction at any one time. The previously approved amended wording of condition 2 was shown on the slides and it was this that formed the basis for the wording of condition 2 under the current application which proposed further variations.

Updated phasing plans had been submitted with the current application which now encompassed the entirety of the Marine Gardens public realm into phase 1 instead of being split between phases 1 and 2 and it was proposed to vary condition 2 further to reflect these updated plans. In practical terms, this would allow the developer to proceed with the delivery of the entire public realm in phase 1 without the pre commencement requirement to construct the new access onto Southwell Road within phase 2.

Phase 2 would then only include the retail, food and beverage units and apartments on the southern side of Queen’s Parade. Phase 3 remained largely unchanged but would then include the creation of the new vehicular access from Trinity Way onto Main Street instead of the provision of this as part of phase 1 as originally proposed. This would allow the developer to focus solely on the delivery of the public realm under phase 1.

Phase 4 would also remain unchanged and included the destination building and residential units fronting King Street. As part of the review of the overall phasing of the development, it was also proposed to vary condition 56 of the original permission which required a Road Safety Audit to be carried out and any outworkings to be submitted for approval prior to commencement of development. The proposed revised wording of the condition would then allow a phased approach for the submission and approval of the carrying out of the audit and any outworkings required. As the amended phasing plans would then involve no public highway works within phase 1 of the development, the requirement for the carrying out of the audit and the submission of any outworkings for approval was proposed to be amended to relate only to phases 2, 3 and 4 and the requirement to undertake stage 1 and 2 audits prior to the commencement of the public highway works within these phases. This varied wording would allow the developer to proceed with the delivery of the public realm within phase 1 without a pre commencement requirement in relation to the audit.

The proposed changes to the phasing plans would provide greater simplicity for the developer in relation to pre-commencement requirements.  However, the wording of condition 2 would still incorporate a number of important clauses which would continue to ensure that the development within each phase was completed in a timely manner and that the important public realm and open space aspects of each phase were delivered prior to occupation or operation.

Permission was also sought to vary conditions 3 and 6 of the original permission which related to the landscape layout of the public realm. The amendments proposed were very minor in nature and had already been recently approved under an associated Non-Material Change application. Slide 16 showed the original approved layout and slide 17 showed the revised layout. 

As could be seen in slide 17, the general layout and extent of the public realm remained unchanged. The minor amendments related mainly to the removal of the central water feature, the narrowing of the central waterfront plaza, a slight change to the footprint of the pavilion buildings, replacement of hard surfacing within the ‘multi-purpose open space’ area with grass and other minor changes to hard and soft landscaping.

The application also proposed the variation of condition 43 of the original permission which related to the surface water drainage proposals for the site. The original approved drainage solution as was shown on slide 18, proposed discharge of surface water to the two existing culverted watercourses on the site along with the installation of several attenuation tanks under Marine Gardens. Condition 43 as originally worded required the submission and approval of a final drainage assessment and a detailed drainage network design for this solution prior to the commencement of development. 

Under the current application, a final drainage assessment and detailed drainage network design had been submitted for an alternative drainage solution as was shown on slide 19. This would provide a direct discharge into the marina via a new outfall sewer and had required additional approvals to be obtained from NIEA Water Regulation Unit in relation to consent to discharge and DAERA’s Marine and Fisheries Division regarding a Marine Construction Licence. DFI Rivers had advised it was content with the details of the alternative solution subject to the amended wording of condition 43. The alternative solution was considered to be the most advantageous as it would allow full removal of surface water from the existing NI Water combined sewer, relieving pressure on the local sewer infrastructure and would help to mitigate against potential local out of sewer flooding. It would also allow full removal of surface water from the existing DFI Rivers culverts, relieving upstream capacity pressures and would negate the requirement for large underground attenuation tanks within Marine Gardens. 
Maintenance requirements would be considerably less and ownership arrangements were likely to be more logical with the system being fully aligned to adoptable standards.

Slide 20 showed the management and maintenance responsibilities and anticipated ownership of the proposed drainage infrastructure. Upon completion, it was likely be offered for adoption by the Council and/or NI Water.

In summary, the Planning Department was content that the proposed revised wording of the specified conditions were acceptable in the context of the development plan and the relevant planning policies, allowing a greater degree of flexibility in terms of the delivery of the development but also still maintaining the various safeguards to ensure the completion of the important public realm aspects of the development. All of the consultees including DFI Rivers, DFI Roads, NIEA and Shared Environmental Service were content with the proposed variation of the conditions and no objections had been received from any third parties.  The Section 76 Planning Agreement executed under the original permission to secure the provision of travel cards for the development and additional off-site parking for the approved offices would remain applicable and all other conditions of the original approval also remained applicable to the development. 

RECOMMENDED that full planning permission be granted.

Councillor Harbinson queried if the traffic audit was no longer part of Phase 1 whether it would take into account plant machinery. The Officer advised that plant machinery would not be covered by the audit as it was to do with outworkings required as it was a product of development.

Mr N Salt of Turley was invited to the Chamber, speaking in support of the application. Mr Salt was reminded that he had five minutes to speak on the matter.

Mr Salt welcomed the Planning Team’s recommendation to approve the application. This application sought to vary planning conditions on the existing Queens Parade planning permission to achieve the following: Firstly, amending the phases of development to ensure that the entirety of Marine Gardens was delivered as Phase 1. This would provide efficiencies during the construction phase and ensure that the whole of the new Marine Gardens would be delivered concurrently for residents and visitors to avail of. The phasing of roadworks would also be amended to reflect this. 

Secondly, revisions were to be made to the surface water drainage design to provide a more effective and cost-efficient solution. The revisions would see surface water run off being discharged safely into the Marina. This change had received positive responses from NI Environment Agency, DfI Rivers and NI Water. 

Thirdly, minor changes to the landscaping design for Marine Gardens had been made to reflect those approved under a previous non-material change application. The changes were very minor and did not alter the fundamental purpose or quality of the space. Drawings had been updated to reflect the changes and variations to other planning conditions to update the drawing references were sought as a result. Subject to the approval of the application, Bangor Marine was intending to start the site works before the end of the year, to deliver what would be an exceptional new public realm area at Marine Gardens.

As there were no queries to Mr Salt from Members, he was returned to the public gallery.

Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor McClean, that the recommendation be adopted, and that planning approval be granted.

Councillor Cathcart expressed his delight at seeing yet more progress being made and was pleased to hear of works beginning shortly, praising the work of the officers on the processing of these various applications, and the applicant in trying to progress the scheme. Councillor McClean shared the same sentiments, explaining that it had been 2014 when he first joined the Council when a then scheme for Queen’s Parade had been well ahead, and he had long been aware of frustrations amongst residents waiting to see diggers, or scared of getting their hopes up, whilst Councillor Harbinson stood to say that he was in agreement with comments made by other Members.

RESOLVED on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor McClean, that planning permission be granted.    

[bookmark: _Hlk103006379]4.3	LA06/2024/0102/F - Demolition of existing 2-storey dwelling and construction of new build dwelling
	
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Case Officer’s report. 

DEA: Bangor Central
Committee Interest: A local development application attracting six or more separate individual objections which are contrary to the officer’s recommendation
Proposal: Demolition of existing 2-storey dwelling and construction of new build dwelling
Site Location: 14 Shandon Park West, Bangor
Recommendation: Approval

The Principal Planning Officer explained that that Item 4.3 sought full planning permission for the Demolition of the existing 2-storey dwelling and construction of new build dwelling at 14 Shandon Park West, Bangor. This was a local development application which had attracted six or more individual objections from separate addresses, which were contrary to the case officer’s recommendation.

The Site Location Plan and Google Earth image were displayed to Members on slide 2. The site was located within the settlement limit of Bangor.  The existing dwelling was two-storey with a render finish and ground floor front bay windows split centrally by a porch. The pitched roof had a chimney at either end. There was a single storey detached garage to the rear of the driveway inside the northern side boundary and a lean-to conservatory on the opposite side along the southern gable.  The site comprised of existing front and rear gardens and was located at the top end of the existing cul-de-sac. There was a mixture of dwellings finished in render or facing brick or a mixture of both within the cul-de-sac. These houses had windows either with a horizontal emphasis or others with a vertical emphasis. Some of the buildings had canted bay windows, some had gabled projecting bays, whilst others had recessed openings under archways. There was also an existing bungalow located at No.3. This cul-de-sac was located within the proposed Bangor East Area of Townscape Character, and it was evident that it was characterised by existing residential properties of different forms and design. 

Slides 3 and 4 showed the recently approved floor plans and elevations of an extension to No.14 whilst slide 5 showed the approved site layout and the front and rear elevations of the existing dwelling. 

Members were asked to note that LA06/2022/1152/F was granted full planning permission on 3 March 2023 for a modern designed flat-roofed rear two storey-extension with a retractable canopy and solar panels on the roof. 

On slide 6, the Draft BMAP 2015 Bangor East Area of Townscape Character (ATC) and designation BR14 could be seen. The existing site was located within this ATC. As outlined by the Planning Appeals Commission in recent decisions, which was detailed in the case officer report, proposed ATCs could not be considered under the retained PPS 6, which set out policy for designated Areas of Townscape Character only, however the character and appearance of the entire ATC remained a material consideration. 

Although objectors had raised concerns regarding the demolition of the dwelling, it was not listed and did not incorporate any historic or architectural features worthy of retention within the area. The Planning Department’s Conservation Area Officer was consulted and did not raise any concerns about the removal of the dwelling or that it would result in the loss of a significant building in the proposed Bangor East ATC. 

Slides 7 and 8 showed the proposed site layout, elevations and floor plans of the new dwelling. Policy QD1 of PPS 7 was the principal policy for the assessment of this proposal in the Bangor urban area. The new two-storey dwelling was to be sited on the same footprint of the existing dwelling and recently approved extension. The dwelling was 10m from the rear boundary, 3m from the northern side boundary and 2.2m from the southern side boundary. It was over 8m from the front boundary. 
Members were asked to note that the proposed dwelling did not come closer to the site’s boundaries than the existing dwelling with the approved extension if it were constructed. It was also to be noted that the planning permission for the extension to the existing dwelling remained extant on the site until 2028.

As this was a replacement of one dwelling with another there was no impact on density. The proposed dwelling was of similar height to the existing meaning it continued to sit comfortably in the street scene. The dwelling was proposed with a hip roof instead of pitched roof and whilst this was not a design specifically within the significant mix of dwelling types within Shandon Park West, it was however, not out of keeping in the surrounding ATC with dwellings on the nearby Clifton Road and Clifton Mews, 75m north of the site and could be viewed from within Shandon Park West, exhibiting hipped roofs. Therefore, this was a design type acceptable within proposed Bangor East ATC. 

Whilst the proposed dwelling incorporated a contemporary design, this did not conflict with policy. Within the local context there was a mix of modern and older styled detached dwellings. The proposal was finished with a facing brick and a blue grey slate or tile roof which was comparable with other existing dwellings in the surrounding area. 

Slides 9 through 12 showed photographs of views within Shandon Park West towards the site and looking outward. There were also examples of other hipped-roof dwellings, both modern and older within the surrounding area. Neighbouring dwellings located at No’s 12 and 16 Shandon Park West, 20 and 22 Shandon Park East, and No’s 13 & 15 Shandon Drive were closest in proximity to the application site. As set out already, the proposed dwelling was not sited closer to existing boundaries when considering the footprint of the current dwelling and the approved rear extension.

This rear extension was permitted with a window at first floor level looking onto the rear garden and the proposed dwelling’s master bedroom window at first floor on the rear elevation would have the same outlook. Given this similar design feature and the adequate separation distance to neighbouring dwellings there was no adverse impact in terms of overlooking or loss of privacy. An additional first floor side window was proposed on the northern gable elevation towards No.16 Shandon Park West. Given the proposed 3 metre separation distance and potential to overlook the rear private amenity space within No.16, a condition to obscure the glazing and for it to be permanently retained, was to be imposed should the application be granted permission. This window was a secondary minor window of the master bedroom on the first floor with the principal fenestration on the rear elevation. 

The proposed replacement dwelling respected the existing building line and did not dominate the street scene or have a detrimental visual impact through loss of natural light to neighbouring dwellings. Solar panels were proposed to the new dwelling’s southern roof plane and to the existing garage’s southern roof. Approximately 105 square metres of private amenity space was proposed within the site which exceeds the recommended 70 square metres set out in Creating Places and existing boundaries were to be retained and would be conditioned should approval be granted.

Nine letters of objection from nine separate individual addresses had been received as well as three letters of support for the application, with all issues considered in the case officer’s report. Members were asked to note that no further letter of objection had been received following a re-neighbour notification process on 9 August 2024 after the submission of amendments to the house design, which added a symmetrical full-length bay across the front of the house at ground floor level with a standing seam shallow pitched roof. NI Water had no objection to the proposal. 

In terms of access and car parking, this was an application for a four-bedroom dwelling. According to Creating Places, such a dwelling required 2.75 spaces. The proposed site layout plan showed there would be ample room for parking with space for at least two vehicles to the front of the dwelling and parking on the driveway to the side towards the existing garage, which was to be retained. The access into the site was to be widened and subsequently DfI Roads was consulted, and offered no objections to the proposal, as it complied with Planning Policy Statement 3, Access, Movement & Parking. 

In summary, the proposal was acceptable, taking account of the Development Plan and relevant policy requirements. 
The proposed design and layout of the new dwelling did not visually detract from the surrounding area and respected the built form, as well as the character and appearance of the surrounding proposed Bangor East ATC. 

RECOMMENDED that full planning permission be granted.

The planning agent for the application, Mr David Wilson, was invited to speak in support of the matter online via Zoom and reminded of the five minute time limit. He explained that he had once acted as agent and applicant as those who owned the house were due to move back to Australia and provided some background information on those related to the house. With no further objections since the last amendment, Mr Wilson explained that it was a robust report.

Further to no queries being raised by Members, Mr Wilson returned to the public gallery on Zoom.

RESOLVED on the proposal of Alderman Smith, seconded by Alderman Graham, that planning permission be granted.    

[bookmark: _Hlk173226794]5.	Update on Planning Appeals  

[bookmark: _Hlk173227020]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from Director of Prosperity attaching information about the Appeal decisions, as below.

Appeal Decisions

1. The following appeal was dismissed on 15 October 2024.

	PAC Ref
	2022/A0073

	Council Ref
	LA06/2019/1195/F

	Appellant
	Mrs Rosina Herron

	Subject of Appeal
	Refusal of Full Planning Permission for two single storey infill dwellings

	Location
	Lands adjacent to and south of 9 Killinakin Road, Killinchy



The Council refused the above application on 3 March 2022 following a Planning Committee decision to overturn the Planning Service’s opinion to approve the application at a meeting held on 18 January 2022.  The application was refused for the following reasons:

i. The proposal was contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland and Policy CTY1 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that there were no overriding reasons why this development was essential in this rural location and could not be located within a settlement. 

ii. The proposal was contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland and Policy CTY8 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the proposal did not constitute a small gap sufficient only to accommodate up to a maximum of two houses within an otherwise substantial and continuously built-up frontage, and would, if permitted, result in the creation of ribbon development along the Killinakin Road. 

iii. The proposal was contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland and CTY13 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside, in that the proposal would approach the top of a slope location and would be a prominent feature in the landscape and would not visually integrate into the surrounding landscape as the site was unable to provide a suitable degree of enclosure and backdrop. 

iv. The proposal was contrary to The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland and policy CTY14 of Planning Policy Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside in that the dwellings would, if permitted result in a suburban style build-up of development when viewed with existing and approved buildings and create a ribbon of development which would therefore result in a detrimental change to further erode the rural character of the countryside.

There was no dispute amongst parties that there existed a substantial continuously built-up frontage (SCBUF) with three buildings identified – the dwellings at No’s 1 and 9 Killinakin Road and the detached garage at No.9, as set out under policy CTY 8 of PPS 21.  It was argued that the gap site was not small enough and would accommodate more than two dwellings.  The Commissioner outlined that to consider whether a gap is “small” in an otherwise substantial and continuously built-up frontage, one had to assess its size, scale, siting and plot size. 

The Commissioner firstly concluded that No.1 measured 0.48Ha in area and No.9, 0.22Ha.  As the plot size of the appeal dwellings would be approximately 0.3Ha per dwelling plot it would respect this aspect of the development pattern. 

Secondly, in terms of plot width the Commission found that No.1 measured 83m and No.9 measured 60m. Taking into account the guidance in Building on Tradition, which stated that when the gap frontage was longer than the average ribbon plot width, and when the gap was more than twice the length of the average plot width, it was often unsuitable for the infill with two new plots. In this case, the average plot width was approximately 72m.  As the proposed gap was 91m, it was not more than twice the length of the average plot width and therefore did not offend policy CTY 8 in this regard. 

However, the Commissioner concluded that the proposed dwellings would be sited further back from the road than No’s 1 and 9 and behind the building line.  As a consequence, the front gardens would be much deeper and taking this in combination with the centralised proposed access point, which did not respect the pattern of development in the area leads to development more akin to a suburban style of development. 

Whilst the Commissioner found there to be a small gap in an otherwise SCBUF, the proposed dwellings would not respect the existing development pattern and be thus contrary to policy CTY 8.  As the gap represented an important visual break in an otherwise SCBUF, and shared a common road frontage with No’s 1 and 9 Killinakin Road and the garage at No.9, the proposal would result in a ribbon of development. The Commissioner found that the appeal therefore did not meet the requirements of Policy CTY 14 of PPS 21, criteria (b) and (d). 

Furthermore, the Commissioner found that the site represented an important visual break with the gap being fully visible on an exposed hill, which provided relief between two settlements in this Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

In terms of integration, the Commissioner concluded that No.8 on the opposite site of the road to the site provided a degree of a backdrop to Site A only with Site B partly breaking the skyline when read from a critical viewpoint on Whiterock Road. The Commissioner concluded that the site was prominent, and the appellant would be required to rely upon new planting to integrate and therefore failed to meet the requirements under Policy CTY 13 of PPS 21. 

Third parties’ arguments were not accepted regarding that the proposal did not comply with policy NH5 of PPS 2 ‘Natural Heritage’ as there was no evidence of an adverse impact on priority habitats or priority species. This was based on the fact that only a small section of the roadside boundary hedge would be removed, other hedges within the site would be retained and augmented and that there was no clear evidence that the existing hedgerows are species rich or have biodiversity value. 

Finally, the Commissioner was content that given the number of vehicle movements associated with the proposal, her on-site observations and that DfI Roads did not have any objections to the proposal, it would not prejudice road safety or inconvenience the flow of traffic. 

It was also considered that the septic tanks could be located within the site however their installation etc fell under separate legislation outside the Planning Act (NI) 2011. 

2. New Appeals Lodged - No new appeals had been lodged since the date of the last report. 

Details of appeal decisions, new appeals and scheduled hearings could be viewed at www.pacni.gov.uk.

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the report and attachment.

The Principal Planning Officer advised Members that there had been a dismissal of an appeal on 15 October 2024. It was an application that had been put before Members with a recommendation of approval and was overturned to refusal. The list of reasons for dismissal of the appeal could be found within the report such as substantial built-up frontage along an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. No new appeals had been issued since the last report.

RESOLVED on the proposal of Councillor Wray, seconded by Councillor Kerr, that the report be noted.    

6.	DfI Legislation on Validation checklists

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from Director of Prosperity detailing the undernoted: 

Background

1. The purpose of the report was to advise Members that the Department for Infrastructure (DFI) Regional Planning Governance & Legislation Branch had written to the Council advising that it had made a Statutory Rule entitled “The Planning (General Development Procedure) (Amendment) Order (NI) 2024 which will come into operation on 01 April 2025.

2. This represented an amendment to the Planning (General Development Procedure) Order (NI) 2015 (“the GDPO”), the main purpose of which was to permit the management of development within the revised two tier planning system with both councils and the Department operating as planning authorities where appropriate.

3. The purpose of the aforementioned amendment was to enable councils to publish a Validation Checklist.  The purpose of a Validation Checklist was to extend the minimum level of information for an application to be legally valid (as currently set out in the GDPO at the time of writing) in order to improve the quality of applications submitted for processing.

4. This legislation was to come into effect from 1st April 2025, providing councils time to prepare and consult on their Validation Checklist if deemed appropriate in advance of it becoming operational under statute.

Detail

5. Currently Article 3 of the GDPO sets out what was to be contained within an application for planning permission as follows:

· A written description of the development;
· The postal address of the land which the development related to (or description of the land if no postal address);
· Name and address of applicant and agent (if applicable);
· A plan sufficient to identify the land to which it relates and showing the situation in relation to the locality and neighbouring land;
· Such other plans and drawings as necessary to describe the development;
· A plan identifying where any neighbouring land is owned by the applicant;
· An ownership certificate;
· A pre application community report (for proposals in major category of development);
· A design and access statement (if required);
· 3 additional copies of plans; and
· The relevant fee.

6. Article 3 (6) sets out that the Council may by direction in writing addressed to the applicant require such further information as may be specified in the direction to enable the Council to determine any application.

7. The above list was what is referred to as being the ‘validation checklist’ and the Council must be in receipt of all the above before being able to deem an application ‘valid’ in order to commence the appropriate processing.  However, it had been recognised that the legislation as exists had set an extremely ‘low bar’ to make a legally valid planning application.

8. The Northern Ireland Audit Office (NIAO) Report into the planning system in Northern Ireland, dated February 2022, reported a view that the criteria set out in the Planning Act was too narrowly prescribed and did not require submission of key supporting documentation (e.g. flood risk assessments, transport assessments, bat surveys) at the point of submission.  This meant that potentially ‘incomplete’ (not appropriately front-loaded) applications must currently be accepted by the planning authority (having met the minimum statutory requirements) and from which the time period for statutory processing began.

9. The NIAO believed this contributed to inefficiency and poor processing times in a number of ways: 
· statutory consultees were often expected to provide a substantive response to planning applications where essential supporting information was missing; 
· consultees were spending time on poor quality or incomplete applications, and often had to be consulted multiple times on the same application; and 
· applications which arrived at the Planning Committee for a decision often had to be deferred to allow supporting information to be provided. 

10. The NIAO considered if the planning system continued to accept poor quality applications, this created a culture of speculative applications, whereby the system was being used to effectively “MOT” proposals and determine the assessments required.

11. The Public Accounts Committee Report, published March 2022, highlighted significant concern regarding the quality of applications that entered the planning system, and that the current system did not encourage submission of good quality applications.  Thus, it was recommended that the Department for Infrastructure implement changed to improve the quality of applications entering the system and believed the introduction of validation checklists was one way to achieve this.

12. At the time of writing, the Council operated an informal Validation Checklist, based on that of Belfast City Council, introduced in January 2020.  This, however, had limitations because it was advisory and did not hold statutory weight.  The inability for Councils to mandate the minimum level of information supplied with applications had a seriously detrimental impact in terms of adding significantly to processing times, placing additional burden on staff and consultees, and time wasted assessing proposals without the key information. 

13. Councils were measured on the average time for processing Major and Local applications with “Day 1” being the date when the bare minimum level of information was provided.  The clock did not stop to allow for the submission of the necessary additional information to properly assess and process the application.  This significantly lengthened application processing times and made it difficult for planning authorities to achieve statutory targets.  The time for an amendment to existing legislation was long overdue, having been raised with the Department many times since transfer, and as referenced in the report to Planning Committee at its October 2019 meeting concerning introduction of ANDBC’s Validation Checklist.

14. The legislation would enable a Council to specify additional information requirements for applications for full planning permission, outline planning permission and approval of reserved matters, according to the “nature, scale and location” of the proposed development.  The information requirements must be “reasonable” and proportionate and be “material” to the consideration of the application.

15. The Validation Checklist must be reviewed and re-published by the Council at no more than 3-year intervals. Where an application was submitted which was not in compliance with the Validation Checklist, councils would normally request the additional information from the applicant on an informal basis.  However, councils may ultimately issue a formal “notice” of non-compliance with the Validation Checklist.   The applicant would then have the ability to lodge an appeal to the Planning Appeals Commission (PAC) within 14 days from the date of the notice. The PAC would then preside over the appeal and determine whether the additional information in question was necessary.  Where the appeal was allowed, the applicant may resubmit the application to the Council absent the originally requested information. 

16. The statutory average processing time would be measured from the date of the last information required to make the application valid in accordance with the published Validation Checklist.  DFI had been preparing best practice guidance on the publication and implementation of Validation Checklists with support from Councils. The best practice guidance had not been published at this time but was expected in due course.

17. It was not considered necessary for the Planning Service to consult publicly on the content of its Validation Checklist, as it would be likely be entirely upon that introduced and in operation since January 2020 (as reported to Committee in October 2019 as Item 11) albeit on a non-statutory basis.  That checklist was formulated on the basis of trying to help our customers get a timely planning decision and for officers and consultees to have all the relevant information from the outset (and appended to this report).  A report detailing the content of our proposed Validation Checklist was to be brought to Committee in the coming months for approval, after liaison with our statutory consultees.

Conclusion

· The attached Order amends the Planning (General Development Procedure) Order (Northern Ireland) 2015 (GDPO), to enable local council planning authorities to prepare and publish planning application validation checklists. 

· Article 5A was inserted to enable councils to specify by direction validation particulars or verifying evidence that was required by the council to accompany an application for planning permission or for approval of reserved matters. 

· Article 12A was inserted requiring councils to issue a notice (notice of non-compliance with direction) to an applicant where an application did not comply with the specified information requirements in the direction. 

· Article 12B was inserted and set out four grounds for appealing against a notice of non-compliance with direction.  Appeals were to be to the Planning Appeals Commission.

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the content of this report and attachments.

The Head of Planning explained that the Department operated validation checklists for approximately two years though not required in legislation. Belfast had been operating to frontload applications for better quality which Ards & North Down Borough Council felt was long overdue. The Department for Infrastructure had issued a letter stating the period for Councils to either refine checklists or compose them which would be due to come into legislation in April 2025. When this Council’s checklist was created, Officers contact the top 50 agents that had worked with the department. These changes were amendments to the GDPO legislation and it was worth noting that the applicant could appeal against requests for further information. These changes would also affect the timeframes for completion of cases as the timer would stop and be from the date that Officers felt they had all necessary information to assess an application rather than ticking through whilst awaiting further information.

RESOLVED on the proposal of Alderman Smith , seconded by Councillor Wray, that the report be noted.

7.	NIW on ‘The Story of Belfast Lough

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from Director of Prosperity detailing the undernoted: 

Background

Officials within Northern Ireland Water (NIW) and the Council had previously been engaged in relation to the Living with Water Programme (LwWP) water sampling, and the LwWP Wastewater Treatment Works (WwTW) upgrade project.  Through those discussions, matters around water quality, flood risks and development constraints were raised.  

Planning officials raised the matter of funding for the LwWP with Members at the Planning Committee meeting of 09 April 2024 – Item 6, at which Members agreed that the Council wrote to the Minister for Infrastructure seeking assurances that the monies committed to NIW for infrastructure projects, particularly the planned upgrade to Kinnegar WwTW, be reinstated forthwith.  A response to that letter was reported to Committee at its meeting of 06 August 2024 – Item 6.

We had since reached a critical stage as NIW and other LWWP partners awaited the outcome of the Department for Infrastructure’s review of the LWWP, which would determine if any of the LWWP Major Projects (which included the replacement of Kinnegar WwTW) would be able to proceed as had been planned in 2021.

The Story of Belfast Lough

NIW had provided the attached document, entitled ‘The Story of Belfast Lough’ which it prepared and had released to stakeholders, after review by the Utility Regulator and the Department for Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs.  

The report referenced how improvement of the water quality in the rivers of Belfast and Belfast Lough was dependent upon key decisions being made today.  

In relation to Ards and North Down Borough Council Members were asked to note that:
· Figure 2.1 illustrated how the LWWP catchment area spanned from Holywood to Helen’s Bay
· Figure 5 showed the locations of storm overflows in the ANDBC area that were ‘unsatisfactory’ - causing pollution
· Section 5.4 set out how the odour at Kinnegar was a result of land reclamation coupled with unsatisfactory overflows
· Section 6.4 set out the impact of pollution on swimming at designated Bathing Waters controlled by ANDBC
· Section 6.5 set out the impact of pollution on Seapark – and the important role of the Council in advising the public about the risks of water quality
· Section 7 set out the impact of capacity constraints on economic development
· Section 9.5 set out how the NI Assembly had until 3 December 2024 to respond to a report by the Office for Environmental Protection (OEP)

Living With Water Programme (2021)

In many places, the ‘Story of Belfast Lough’ referenced the ‘Living With Water Programme’ (LwWP) and the Living With Water In Belfast Plan.
Further information on this could be found at the following link:

https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/sites/default/files/publications/infrastructure/living-with-water-in-belfast-plan-updated-apr22.pdf

Storm Overflows Document and Data

In March 2024, NIW published the document ‘Northern Ireland’s Wastewater System’ on its website.
This could be accessed from the storm overflow page:  

https://www.niwater.com%2Fstorm%2Foverflow%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cann.mccullough%40ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk%7Cc5bb2a45eb504c12fa2908dce1fd8399%7C39416dee5c8e4f5cb59d05c4bd0dd472%7C0%7C0%7C638633726685750215%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=T3kJZVh8hNsAhX1KZM%2F5KAbMls7yT1byhX19594NuWs%3D&reserved=0 (Storm Overflows - niwater.com)

NI Water had also launched a second webpage called ‘storm overflow performance’ that makes available in a spreadsheet the modelled results for frequency and volume of spills from storm overflows.  This can be accessed from the storm overflow performance page:  

https://www.niwater.com%2FStorm%2FOverflow%2Fperformance%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cann.mccullough%40ardsandnorthdown.gov.uk%7Cc5bb2a45eb504c12fa2908dce1fd8399%7C39416dee5c8e4f5cb59d05c4bd0dd472%7C0%7C0%7C638633726685767057%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=6NZbr3Qc20MrUqlpkPi7iH71qVIhVqjwKhn9qsUbrGM%3D&reserved=0 (Storm Overflow performance (niwater.com) 

Sharing of this information was part of NIW’s commitment to increasing understanding of Northern Ireland’s wastewater system, how it worked and performed. Publishing drainage modelling data also ensured that NI Water was compliant with FOI requirements. 

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the content of this report and the attachment.

The Head of Planning explained that correspondence had been issued from the Council which sought assurances that NI Water would receive money for upgrades. Kinnegar had been mentioned in the report with issues of odour being raised. Whilst recommendations did exist in the report for improving infrastructure around Belfast Lough, the only way they could be met was through funding.

Proposed by Councillor McCollum, seconded by Councillor Harbinson, that the recommendation be amended to, ‘we note the report from NI Water, welcome its publication and write again to the Minister for Infrastructure asking him, in light of the findings of the report, to revisit the issue of funding for upgrades to Kinnegar Waste Water Treatment Works as a matter of urgency.’ 

Councillor McCollum welcomed the report and noted comments made by the DAERA Minister in which he stated that he felt the country was on course for Belfast Lough to become the next Lough Neagh, an issue which Connie Eagan MLA had also raised. The report contained bleak statistics and in the same week of its release, Councillor McCollum had been contacted by constituents who were looking to meet. The Alliance published their document on the same week. 80% of 270 overflows in the vicinity of Belfast Lough were considered unsatisfactory with Victoria Road combined overspills tallying at 150 with over 70,000 cubic metres of overflow. 90% of bacteria and nutrients found in the lough stemmed from overflows. This highlighted the chronic underinvestment in wastewater infrastructure that would lead to disastrous consequences for the environment and those businesses who relied on the lough. There would also be a knock-on effect for Planning and development with the ability to build new homes. Councillor McCollum recalled that Council had written to the Minister previously who had responded to say he believed much could still be achieved in relation to the Council’s ambitions, encouraging them to work jointly with NI Water to seek innovative solutions and maximise opportunities available. 

Councillor McCollum asked the Director, on that response if she had been aware of innovative solutions and opportunities. The Director of Prosperity advised that it would be difficult to come up with any solutions when there was no legislative mechanism to take money from developers to pass onto statutory consultees. This issue had been raised throughout the years from 2015 without solution. 

Councillor Harbinson mentioned plastic on the beaches that was often found as part of beach cleaning teams such as one that he and Alderman McRandal jointly worked on. 

RESOLVED on the proposal of Councillor McCollum, seconded by Councillor Harbinson, that the report be noted and its publication welcomed, and write again to the Minister for Infrastructure asking him, in light of the findings of the report, to revisit the issue of funding for upgrades to Kinnegar Waste Water Treatment Works as a matter of urgency.  

8.	First Quarter 2024/25 Statistical Bulletin

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from Director of Prosperity detailing the undernoted: 

Background

The Department’s Analysis, Statistics and Research Branch published provisional statistics for Planning activity on 03 October 2024 for Quarter 1 (April – June) of 2024/25.

The Statistical Bulletin was attached to this report.

Members could view the full statistical tables at 

https://www.infrastructure-ni.gov.uk/publications/northern-ireland-planning-statistics-april-june-2024

Detail

Local Applications

[bookmark: _Hlk180146473]The Council determined 164 residential applications in Quarter 1 of 2024/25 compared to 248 such applications in the same period of the year before. 
The majority of applications received in Quarter 1 were in the residential category at 73% (133 out of 183).

The average processing time for applications in the local category of development in Quarter 1 was 14.9 weeks, in line with the statutory performance indicator of 15 weeks.

Major Applications

Recorded in the statistics was one application determined in the major category of development with an average processing time of 76.6 weeks against the statutory performance target of 30 weeks.

The detail of the application could be found below.
Application No:	LA06/2022/1072/F
Proposal:	Erection of new post-primary school with car park, bus drop-off area and playing pitches with floodlighting
Site Location: 	Former Redburn Primary School Site, Old Holywood Road, Holywood

The application was submitted in October 2022 on a site within the settlement limit of Holywood within an area designated as Open Space. The site was also within a proposed Local Landscape Policy Area for Holywood.  Extensive Consultations were required with many requesting submission of further detailed information in order to be able to provide substantive responses.  

In addition to receipt of the requested information, further re-advertisement neighbour notification was required, in addition to assessing submitted objections to the proposal.

Processing time was ultimately hindered by lack of response from DFI Roads to its initial consultation request issued 12 January 2023, whereby DFI Roads did not respond until 19 March 2024 stating the proposal was unacceptable.  When raised with DFI Roads, it was advised that the consultation had been delayed in the system between the various sections within DFI Roads, as unfortunately other sections, such as Traffic, had their own priorities which don’t always align with Development Management.  

DFI Roads issued its final response on the application on 20 June 2024, and the application was presented to Planning Committee on 02 July 2024 with a recommendation of approval.

There had been an improvement in the processing time of major applications of 93.2  from Quarter 1 of last year, where in the case of an application requiring re-consultation to address consultee queries was not going to be in a position to meet a 30 -week target - rather planning officers worked with the Education Authority, statutory consultees and agent to deliver this much need educational facility for Holywood and beyond. All parties worked together to a point where statutory consultees were content and the Planning Service could write up its assessment and present its professional recommendation to the Planning Committee.

Further information on majors and locals was contained in Tables 3.1 and 4.1 respectively of the Statistical Tables.
[bookmark: _Hlk179898440]
Enforcement

The Planning Service opened 79 new enforcement cases in the first quarter of 2024/2025, whilst 77 cases were concluded resulting in a conclusion time of 89.6% against the target of 70%.
 
84 cases were closed with the reasons as follows:

	Closure Reason
	Number

	Remedied/Resolved
	30

	Planning permission granted
	8

	Not expedient
	10

	No breach
	31

	Immune from enforcement action
	4

	
	

	Enforcement appeal upheld – i.e planning permission granted under ground (a) appeal
	1

	
	



[bookmark: _Hlk179896624]Householder Applications

During Quarter 1, the Planning Service processed 78 applications within the householder category of development.

25 of these were processed within the internal performance target of 8 weeks (32.5%), with 63 being processed within the 15-week statutory performance indicator (80.7%).

[bookmark: _Hlk179896278]Additional Activity

Additional activity details the "non-application" workload of the Planning Service, and included Discharge of conditions, Certificates of Lawfulness (Proposed & Existing), and applications for Non-Material Changes.


	Type
	No. Received
	No. Processed

	Discharge of Conditions
	27
	24

	Certificates of Lawfulness (Existing/Proposed)
	20
	18

	Non-Material Changes
	16
	13

	Pre-Application Discussions (PADs)
	8
	12

	Proposal of Application Notice (PANs)
	0
	0

	Consent to carry out tree works
	18
	8



RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the content of this report and attachment.

The Head of Planning advised that Item 8 provided statistics for the first quarter for noting. The statutory performance target had been met with 14.9 weeks for local applications. Whilst major applications did not meet the target, there had been a drop in processing time compared to the previous year. By way of example, the former Redburn Primary school site was discussed and the liaising with different bodies for a satisfactory agreement whilst working with the Education Authority to get the facility in the pipeline for the Borough.

RESOLVED on the proposal of Alderman Smith, seconded by Councillor Kerr, that the report be noted.  

9.	Decision Notice by NI Local Government Commission for Standards

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from Director of Prosperity detailing the undernoted: 

Purpose of Report

1. The purpose of this report was to advise members of the findings of a Report by the Assistant Commissioner of the NI Local Government Commissioner for Standards against a former Councillor within Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council (LCCC).  

2. This Committee Report coincided with the updated information on the adjudication procedures and sanctions guidelines related to the NI Local Government Code of Conduct, as recently advised by the NI Local Government Commissioner for Standards.

Background

3. Members would have been aware that a key element of The Local Government (Northern Ireland) Act 2014 was an ethical framework for local government in Northern Ireland which included a mandatory code of conduct for councillors.  As a result, the Northern Ireland Local Government Code of Conduct for Councillors was subsequently introduced on 28 May 2014.  Part 9 of that Code (planning) was implemented from 1 April 2015.  The Act imposed a requirement on councillors to observe the Code.

4. The Report by the Assistant Commission came about as result of an investigation into various complaints made against a former LCCC Councillor in 2017 where it was found that the former councillor had breached seven paragraphs within the Code of Conduct for Councillors.  The individual concerned was suspended from being a Councillor for a period of four years from the date of the written decision in February 2024.  

5. As a consequence of the Report, the Chief Executive of LCCC prepared a ‘Lessons Learned’ Report for that Council (copy attached), the purpose of which was to identify any learnings from the Assistant Commissioner’s findings with a view to minimising the risk and reputational damage to LCCC in the future.

6. It was prudent for ANDBC Members to review the Assistant Commissioner’s Report in the context of operation of its Planning Committee.

7. Within LCCC’s Report on Lessons Learned, Part 9 details a table of Actions, Guidance and Recommendations.  Officers had set out below those elements of that table considered relevant, with the final column setting out the position within ANDBC.    For clarity those actions numbered as A4, A5, A12, and A13 in LCCC’s report were not considered relevant to ANDBC.   


	No.
	Action
	Members or Officers
	Action Complete

	A1
	Issue Conflict of Interest Form to all Councillors each year, after the Annual Meeting
	Officer
	Yes – Ongoing

Development of online form to be developed for Members to update as and when required


	A2
	Councillors must complete and return Conflict of Interest Forms annually
	Members
	As above

	A3
	Publish combined Elected Member Conflict of Interest register annually
	Officers
	Yes – published on Council website under Home/ Council / Your Councillors

Declaration of interest made at meetings recorded in Council/Committee minutes

	A6
	Update declaration of interest form to capture relevant guidance on what is a significant private or personal non-pecuniary interest, including the expected action by those who declare an interest.

	Officers
	To be undertaken for 2025

	A7
	Amend the Protocol for the Operation of the Planning Committee to note that, where a Councillor declares an interest and does not leave the room without providing valid justification, the matter should be challenged by the Chair of the Committee, or other Councillors

	Officers
	ANDBC’s Protocol states at paragraph 40 that when a Member declares an interest, they must leave the Council Chamber (including the Public Gallery)

	A8
	Member Services to have present at any Council, Committee, or sub group meeting, details of the declared conflicts of interest of all Members with voting rights

	Officers
	Considered that Democratic Services and Director attending Committee has access to Register on website accordingly

	A9
	Amend the Protocol for the Operation of the Planning Committee to report annually for noting, all declarations of interest made relating to the work of the Planning Committee

	Officers
	Considered that all Conflicts of Interest are recorded in the minutes of Committee accordingly

	A10
	Where the Council’s legal adviser has concerns about the action of a Councillor following declaration of interest, the legal adviser should bring those concerns to the attention of the CEO/Director. 
	Officers
	ANDBC does not have its legal adviser present at all Planning Committee meetings.  Considered that current Protocol is clear at paragraph 40 on need for Member declaring an interest to leave the Chamber.  Director can raise any concerns as appropriate with CEO.


	A11
	Include the NIAO guidance as part of the prescribed training in order for a Member to sit on Planning Committee
	Officers
	Propose that this is implemented for any new Members to ANDBC Planning Committee into training as provided by legal advisers


	No.
	Guidance
	Members or Officers
	Action Complete

	G1
	For circumstances where a Member on the Planning Committee works for an MLA or MP who wishes to make representation on a planning application under consideration, a pecuniary interest should be declared and the member should leave the room. There are no exceptions to this because there is a pecuniary interest.

	Members
	Ongoing

	G2
	For circumstances where a Councillor on the Planning Committee is related to an MLA or MP who wishes to make representation on a planning application under consideration, a significant non-pecuniary interest should be declared and the member should leave the room.  The member could remain if they have been given dispensation by DFC to remain or where they believe it would be to the Council’s benefit for the Member to remain.  Any members deciding on this latter course of action should be prepared to be challenged by other Members of the Committee and/or by the CEO/Director either during or following the meeting, recognising an increased risk of the report potentially coming under greater scrutiny through the declaration of interest.

	Members
	Considered that the current Protocol deals with this matter and Members have been appropriately trained by legal advisers prior to coming onto Planning Committee.  Additionally, paragraphs 11 and 12 of the current Protocol deal with situation whereby Committee becomes inquorate due to declarations of interest.

	No.
	Reminder
	Members or Officers
	Action Complete

	R1
	Regularly reflect on their conduct as part of their role as an Elected Member to avoid bringing themselves or the Council into disrepute
	Members
	Ongoing

	R2
	Refresh conflicts of interest declared during the course of the year should new pecuniary or nonpecuniary interests arise
	Members
	Ongoing

	R3
	Note the requirement in law to comply with a Commissioner’s request in connection with an investigation, even following the end of their term as a Councillor
	Members
	Commission’s report to be included as part of ongoing training for new Members of Planning Committee and available to all Members

	R4
	Declare any significant private or personal nonpecuniary interest arising at a Council, committee or sub group meeting
	Members
	Ongoing

	R5
	A requirement to withdraw from the relevant meeting when the matter to which an Elected Member has a significant private or personal interest is being discussed
	Members
	Ongoing

	R6
	Continue to reflect on the 12 requirements of Section 8.1 of the Code in reaching decisions regarding the business of the Council
	Members
	Ongoing

	R7
	Councillors on the Planning Committee to continually reflect on their role in relation to the planning process.
	Members
	Ongoing

	R8
	The risks related to planning decision outcomes increase significantly where the Planning Committee overturns the recommendation of professional planning officers, more notably for single houses in the countryside
	Members
	Considered that the current Protocol deals with such matters, specifically at paragraphs 53 to 60 which had been inserted previously further to legal advice, entitled ‘Decisions Contrary to Officer Recommendation’

	R9
	Be aware of options that exist to the Council to allow for quick and effective engagement with Elected Members where a declaration of a pecuniary or significant non-pecuniary interest has not been made.  Early intervention in such circumstances is crucial.
	Members
	Ongoing

	R10
	Being a councillor requires the highest standards of probity and integrity.  In submitting a planning application for land within the Council’s boundary, councillors should ensure appropriate declaration of any interest, by them (and of their wider family), in the land.
	Members
	Ongoing



RECOMMENDED that Council notes the content of this report and attachments.

The Director of Prosperity explained the background that led to this item being on the agenda. The Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council’s Chief Executive had brought this matter to the attention of the Society of Local Authority Chief Executives (Solace) in respect of its Planning Committee. Luke Poots, son of Edwin Poots was a Councillor within the area and Chair of the Planning Committee. His father had represented numerous objectors as an MLA at the Committee and on numerous occasions, the decisions agreed were in contradiction of Officers’ recommendations. In numerous complaints, it had been seen that a declaration of interest had not been submitted.. A legal representative raised the issue who had attended the Planning Committees with the case eventually being referred to the Commissioner. The decision note was attached and particulars of applications that had been determined to fall within it. The Chief Executive of Ards & North Down Borough Council therefore believed it wise to look at lessons learned and any issues that may be relevant to this borough’s Planning Committee. 

The Director of Prosperity was satisfied that this Council had dealt with any such issues in the past by way of updates to the Protocol and procedures, and reminded that those serving on the Committee should abide by the published Code of Conduct. 

RESOLVED on the proposal of Councillor Wray, seconded by Alderman  Smith, that the report be noted.    

10.	Planning Budgetary Control Report

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from Director of Prosperity detailing the undernoted: 

The Planning Service’s Budgetary Control Report covers the 6-month period 1 April to 30 September 2024. The net cost of the Service was showing an overspend of £8k (1%) – box A on page 2.

Explanation of Variance

The Planning Service’s budget performance was further analysed on page 2 into 3 key areas: 

	Report
	Type
	Variance
	Page

	Report 2
	Payroll Expenditure
	£103k favourable
	2

	Report 3
	Goods & Services Expenditure
	£11k favourable
	2

	Report 4
	Income
	£122k adverse
	2



Explanation of Variance
The Planning Service’s overall variance was summarised by the following table: - 

	Type
	Variance
£’000
	Comment

	Payroll 
	(103)
	Vacant posts include PTO and SPTO. The HPTO vacant for first 5 months. SPTO post to be recruited this month.

	Income
	122
	Mainly Planning application fees. No major applications received yet this year.




[image: ]

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report.

The Head of Planning explained that Item 10 covered a six month period from April to September. In relation to the previous report, income was down £122k along with payroll, in light of vacant posts. However, the Department was recruiting for a Senior Planning post which it hoped to fill in the near future.

RESOLVED on the proposal of Alderman Graham , seconded by Alderman Smith, that the report be noted.

11.	Revision to Scheme of Delegation

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from Director of Prosperity detailing the undernoted: 

Purpose of Report

The purpose of this report was to bring to the attention of Members a Court Order quashing a decision of the Council whereby it granted planning permission on 11 May 2023 under planning reference LA06/2020/1115/F .

Background

The Council granted planning permission under delegated authority, to the following application proposal under the above reference:

Proposal:   Retention of dwelling approved under W/2014/0177/F, including alterations to fenestration of approved dwelling, revisions to patio/terrace area, landscaping and associated ground retention to include existing timber retaining structure. Also proposed amendment to existing development to include new 'Macwall' block wall to facilitate culverting of existing small watercourse which runs adjacent to boundary with No. 29 Station Road.

Location:  27 Station Road, Holywood

An application for leave to judicially review (JR) that decision was made by the objector (“The Applicant”) to the decision citing a number of grounds of challenge.

Further to review and upon receipt of legal advice, the Director agreed to concede the challenge on one ground only which is stated as follows:

‘That the Council erred by misdirecting itself and/or acting in a procedurally improper manner by failing to consider that the threshold of “six or more separate individual objections which are contrary to the officer’s recommendation, and where a material planning matter has been raised” was met”, requiring the application to be called in for consideration by the full Planning Committee.’

The decision had been quashed by Court Order dated 17 October 2024 and the application remitted back to the Council for reconsideration.

Detail

The ground of contention (as accepted by Council) was “Breach of policy in relation to the Council’s Scheme of Delegation”.  The Applicant (objector) took issue with the fact that the planning application had been determined by Officers acting under the Council’s Scheme of Delegation, rather than having been automatically ‘referred/called in’ to be considered by the full Planning Committee.  His point was that six separate objections were made which all raised material planning concerns so that relevant condition for call-in to the Committee had been met.

The Council had received material objections from five individual addresses; whereby the objector claimed that a consultation response from NIE should be considered as an objection, thus making up the sixth objection so that the relevant trigger for call-in was operative.

The Judge considered that the Council’s Scheme of Delegation did not make clear on its face that a qualifying “objection” could only come from a private individual or company who was not a statutory consultee.  Indeed, he considered that such an interpretation may seem counter intuitive.  He took issue with a situation whereby a statutory body, or a body required to be consulted under statute, objected on material planning grounds, and the Council did not consider that to be a separate objection (over and above others) which would warrant consideration by the committee if the threshold has been reached.  

In a leave hearing judgment dated 29 May 2025 the Judge considered that against this background there was an arguable case that the Council had misdirected itself as to whether or not its Scheme of Delegation required a call-in in these circumstances.  

Action Required

Further to legal advice on this issue, given the fact that the Judge had raised this particular point within his leave hearing judgment, it was prudent to accede to quashing of the decision on this singular point.  Thus, the Council required to amend its current Scheme of Delegation to address this point going forward, so there could be no further ambiguity.

It was therefore proposed to amend the Scheme of Delegation by the addition of the wording highlighted in the Scheme of Delegation attached.

Subject to approval, the Council was required to submit this Scheme of Delegation to the Department for Infrastructure for its approval, before publishing it on the website accordingly.

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the content of this report and approves the amended Scheme of Delegation, for submission to the Department for Infrastructure for approval.

The Head of Planning explained that a revision to the Scheme of Delegation was required following a Judicial Review (JR) finding. In a JR brought by McMullan against a planning decision for Hastings there had been a number of grounds of challenge. On receipt of legal advice, the Director agreed to concede the challenge on one ground, ‘that the Council erred by misdirecting itself and/ or acting in a procedurally improper manner by failing to consider that the threshold of six or more several individual objections which are contrary to the Officer’s recommendation and where a material planning matter has been raised was met requiring the application to be called in for consideration by the full committee.’  The application had attracted five objections however, it had been found that the Scheme of Delegation was not clear enough in explaining that consultee objections did not count as objections contributing to the threshold for referral to a Planning Committee meeting. Advice had since been sought and wording amended. The Department for Infrastructure had to be notified of change hence the requirement for approval at Committee. These changes would make it clear to anyone reading the document that objections by statutory or non-statutory consultees would not count toward the threshold and would be excluded from any such calculation.

Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Smart that the recommendation be adopted, and that the report be noted and approves the amended Scheme of Delegation for submission to the Department for Infrastructure for approval.

Councillor Cathcart asked if the application that it had referred to had to start afresh from a planning perspective. The Head of Planning explained that it would be readvertised again and additional information would be submitted from the agent and therefore may go onto the delegated list rather than come before the Committee.

Councillor Smart asked if any Council had considered the views of statutory consultees as an objection for the same purpose. The Head of Planning advised that every Council had a different Scheme of Delegation and that this was the first time the issue had been raised in almost ten years since its inception. 

RESOLVED on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Smart, that the recommendation be adopted, and that the report be noted and approves the amended Scheme of Delegation for submission to the Department for Infrastructure for approval.

12.	revised Statement of Community Involvement (SCI)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from Director of Prosperity detailing the undernoted: 

Purpose of Report

1. The purpose of this report was to seek approval of a revised Planning Statement of Community Involvement (SCI).  Subject to approval by Council, and once receipt of agreement had been received from the Department for Infrastructure (DFI) in accordance with Section 4(3) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011, the SCI shall be published, thus fulfilling obligations under regulation 7 of the Planning (Statement of Community Involvement) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015 – available at 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/nisr/2015/63/contents/made

Background

2. The purpose of a Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) was to outline how the Council proposed to engage the community and stakeholders in exercising its planning functions.  The SCI set out a council’s policy as to the involvement, in the exercise of the Council’s functions under the development management and local development plan provisions of the 2011 Act, of persons who appeared to the Council to have an interest in the matters relating to development in its area.

3. The SCI explained how the community and stakeholders would be involved in the development management process (planning applications) as well as the preparation of the local development plan.  It would also set out the steps that the Council would take to facilitate community involvement.  It allowed everyone to know with whom, what, where and when participation would occur in the planning process. In short, it presented a vision and strategy for involving the community and stakeholders at various stages of the planning process.  The SCI set out the standards to be met by the Council in terms of community involvement, building upon the minimum requirements set out in both the Planning (Local Development Plan) Regulations (NI) 2015 and the Planning (Statement of Community Involvement) Regulations (NI) 2015.

4. Section 4 of the Planning Act (NI) 2011 required a council to prepare a SCI. The SCI Regulations set out the requirements for the preparation, form and content and publicity for the SCI.

5. A Council should involve the community at an early stage in the planning process and anyone who wished to get involved was encouraged to do so at the opportunities provided. The following groups of people were most likely to become involved:

· People living within the area / neighbourhood;
· Elected representatives;
· Voluntary groups;
· Community forums / groups / umbrella organisations;
· Environmental and amenity groups;
· Residents’ groups;
· Business community
· Public bodies;
· Developers / landowners;
· Government departments;
· Adjacent councils;
· Groups identified under Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998.

6. It should be noted that the above list was not intended to be exhaustive and in no way restricted other individuals, groups and organisations from participating in the planning process.

7. The planning system could be difficult to understand which meant some groups of people may find it difficult to get involved. These underrepresented groups could include young people, ethnic minorities, people with disabilities and disadvantaged communities. The Council may therefore wish to liaise with community representatives to help identify under-represented groups within its area and develop strategies and specific consultative methods in order to encourage engagement with these groups in the planning process. This may include targeting participation through workshops, focus groups or mapping exercises and ensuring venues for consultation events are as accessible as possible to all groups of the community, and that events were held at locations within the community and at varying times which appealed to a wider range of people.

8. The SCI last required updating in 2020 with detail provided on how Ards and North Down Borough Council would engage the public across its planning functions against the backdrop of the COVID pandemic.

9. The SCI had since been reviewed and updated to take account the    arrangements for community involvement in the planning system post-pandemic and, once approved by Council, would be submitted to the DFI for review seeking to agree terms as per Planning Act (NI) 2011, Part 2 section 4 (3).  

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the content of this report and approves the updated Statement of Community Involvement.

The Head of Planning summarised the report, explain to Members of the revised Statement of Community Involvement and the need to notify the Department for Infrastructure. This was a general guide to allow the public to be more involved with the last document being updated in 2020 for Covid-19. In the revised document, any reference to arrangements for Covid-19 had been removed and some general refinements had been made. The previous SCI had been included in the report to allow Members to see the differences. 

RESOLVED on the proposal of Councillor Wray, seconded by Councillor McCollum, that the report be noted and the updated Statement of Community Involvement be approved.    
	 
TERMINATION OF MEETING 

The meeting terminated at 20:34
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Year to Date 

Actual

Year to Date 

Budget

Variance Annual 

Budget

Variance E

O

Y 

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning

730Planning 855,589  847,500  8,089  1,740,400  1.0 

Total 855,589  847,500  A 8,089  1,740,400  1.0 

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning - Payroll 

730Planning 1,158,072  1,261,300  (103,228) 2,522,500  (8.2)

Total 1,158,072  1,261,300  (103,228) 2,522,500  (8.2)

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning - Goods & Services 

730Planning 113,424  124,200  (10,776) 367,500  (8.7)

Total 113,424  124,200  (10,776) 367,500  (8.7)

£ £ £ £ % £

Planning - Income

730Planning (415,907) (538,000) 122,093  (1,149,600) 22.7 

Totals (415,907) (538,000) 122,093  (1,149,600) 22.7 

REPORT 4                                     INCOME REPORT

REPORT 3            GOODS & SERVICES REPORT

REPORT 1                                            BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

Period 6 - September 2024



REPORT 2                  PAYROLL REPORT


